This study investigates the effect of learning environment (study abroad vs. at home) on the pragmatic development of Chinese speakers' L2 English refusals. A total of 20 Chinese Study Abroad (SA) students participated in the study and their L2 refusals were examined over the course of one academic year. These refusals were compared with those of 20 Chinese At Home (AH) students. Data were collected three times by an 8-situation Multimedia Elicitation Task. The results revealed that the SA students' overall frequency of opt-outs remained consistent throughout a year's stay in the L2 community but the study abroad experience influenced their choices sociopragmatically. Regarding repertoire of refusal strategies and that of refusal adjuncts, both groups demonstrated significant development, thus indicating no significant benefit of study abroad in these respects. The findings reveal the complexity of L2 pragmatic development and the importance of longitudinal investigations in such research.
Longitudinal studies on speech acts
This section reviews studies on L2 speech acts realizations, which employ a longitudinal design. To date, although L2 pragmatics research focuses mainly on the investigation of speech acts (Kasper and Dahl 1991) , only a few speech acts have been examined longitudinally. The most frequently examined speech act is probably requests (Achiba 2003; Ellis 1992; Schauer 2004 Schauer , 2009 Woodfield 2011) . Other speech acts investigated longitudinally include apologies (Warga and Schölmberger 2007) , greetings and compliments (Hoffman-Hicks 1999) , offers (Barron 2003) , and suggestions (Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford 1993, 1996) . Among these longitudinal studies, few have investigated refusals, with the exception of Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993, 1996) and Barron (2003) . The review will be arranged in terms of the speech act investigated, starting from studies involving requests. Ellis (1992) reported a longitudinal study investigating the pragmatic development of two teenagers who were at almost complete beginner level of English as L2 in a classroom context over 16 and 21 months respectively. Field-notes were employed to elicit data, supplemented with audio-recorded classroom conversations. By the end of the study, the two learners both produced fewer verbless requests; they systematically extended the range of request types; and they systematically extended the range of exponents of specific request types. However, both learners failed to develop the full range of request types. With respect to modification, the use of modification did not appear to increase over time. There were few instances of either internal or external modification in their requests even at the end of the study. When the learners did employ modifications, they relied primarily on internal rather than external modification. Most of the modifications consisted of the use of 'please' and a few grounders. Both learners did not systematically vary their use of request types or forms according to addressee (e.g., no distinction was made between adult and peer as a hearer), which demonstrated that they still lacked sociopragmatic competence even at the end of the study. Ellis postulates that restricted learning opportunities and limited target language exposure may be the factors in the development patterns observed.
Similar to Ellis (1992) , Achiba (2003) examined the acquisition of requests in a child learner of L2 English. She observed her seven-year-old daughter, Yao, from the onset of her L2 acquisition, over a 17-month sojourn in Australia in a social context. Data were collected by audio-and video-recordings of Yao's spontaneous requests in play situations, supplemented by diary keeping. Over the 17 months, Yao's L2
English request strategies and modifications developed steadily. Her requests moved from initially formulaic and routinized forms (e.g., mood derivable request strategies) to those progressively more differentiated (e.g., query preparatory request strategies).
Her use of internal lexical/phrasal modifiers doubled while her use of external modification in the form of supportive moves appeared to develop more slowly.
However, her modifier use did not show a linear increase relative to her rising proficiency in her L2. In addition, the patterns of Yao's request realization differed substantially according to goal, with the differences in addressees being remarkably less influential.
While the above two studies were based on naturally occurring data, a number of different methods have been used to elicit experimental data. Using the Multimedia Elicitation Task (MET), Schauer (2004 Schauer ( , 2009 ) examined the pragmatic development of nine German university students' L2 English requests during their study abroad.
Data were collected three times over the period of one academic year. The research found that the study abroad experience played a positive role in learners' L2 pragmatic development. Similar to Ellis (1992) and Achiba (2003) , the first months of the learners' sojourn facilitated more the initial use of direct request strategies, while in the subsequent months the learners continued to employ more indirect request strategies. The SA learners, at the end of their study abroad stage, had a broader repertoire of request strategies than their AH counterparts. All learners were observed to increase their repertoire of modification devices during the sojourn to some extent.
However, several internal modifiers (e.g., consultation devices, imposition minimizers, and tag questions) remained underdeveloped and the degree of progress was negligible.
Woodfield (2011) investigated the pragmatic development of eight graduate students in their L2 English requests modification over an eight-month period in a British university. Data were collected at three points during the learners' sojourn by role-plays. The students' pragmatic development was compared with data from eight native English speaker graduate students' requests. Overall a linear decrease was found in the frequency of internal modification in learners' requests across the three phases representing divergence from native speaker norms. The overall frequency of external modification in the learner data closely approximated native speakers at each phase of the study. Regarding external modifiers, the study suggests that while certain external modifiers (such as Grounders and Alerters) had begun to approximate native speaker levels at the onset of graduate study in the target language community, other modification devices (such as the Appreciator) may take longer to acquire. Regarding internal modification, none of the eight learners employed the full range of modification devices in phase 1 although all learners had acquired one or more internal modifier in subsequent phases.
Unlike the above studies investigating requests, Warga and Schölmberger (2007) explored the development of apologies of seven Austrian learners of French during a 10-month stay in Montreal. Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTs) were employed six times for the learners at a 2-month interval (the last time after their return to Austria) and once for the two native speaker (NS) groups: NSs of Quebecois French and NSs of Austrian German. Residence in the L2 community was demonstrated to trigger important developments in the learners' L2 pragmatic competence. While some of these developments led to an increasingly L2-like pragmatic competence, not all changes over the year abroad necessarily represent developments towards the L2 norm. In addition, learners' acquisition of pragmalinguistic forms remained largely unchanged. To be specific, three types of developmental patterns were shown to exist in the study: 1. towards the NS norm; 2. away from the NS norm; 3. a lack of development. In addition, most features investigated have been found to develop in a non-linear, rather than linear, manner.
In a further study employing a DCT, Hoffman-Hicks (1999) reported the pragmatic development of 14 American French students' greetings, leaving takings, and compliments in the study abroad environment over 16 months. The study also included 25 native French speakers and ten American French AH students, as the native and non-native control groups. Although both the experimental and the nonnative control groups were found to remain very non-target-like in their pragmatic competence in many ways, the SA group clearly made some gains that the AH group did not make. For example, in leaving taking, the SA students began to include appropriate routine formulae even within a very short time after their arrival in France, whereas the AH students continued to produce non-formulaic, overlong expressions.
Moreover, from early on, the SA students started adjusting their sociopragmatic behavior by complimenting and greeting less, while the AH group persisted in employing a positively polite interactional style.
One of the earliest longitudinal studies on refusals was by Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993, 1996) , in which they investigated ten advanced adult nonnative English learners' pragmatic competence in suggestions and rejections in advising sessions. The data were compared to those of six native speakers. The research adopted a pretest-posttest design, with the time differences between the two sessions ranging from seven to 14 weeks. The findings indicated that the nonnative speakers developed their pragmatic competence in regard to choice of speech act and content, although these learners evidenced fewer changes in their ability to employ appropriate forms (Warga and Schölmberger 2007) . The learners showed changes in their ability to employ appropriate speech acts by initiating more suggestions and fewer rejections.
When they employed rejections, they rejected more directly and explicitly, which was considered more eligible in advising sessions. The learners' lack of progress at microlevels was explained by lack of a sufficient range and emphasis of relevant statusappropriate input (Ellis 1992) , perceived stereotypes of the target language or speakers by the learners, and the level of learners' own pragmatic or grammatical competence. Barron's (2003) longitudinal study of refusals was designed to investigate the L2 pragmatic development of 33 Irish learners of German in their German requests, offers and refusals to offers. A group of 27 Irish English native speakers and a group of 34 German native speakers were also recruited to provide both L1 and L2 native baseline data. A Free Discourse Completion Task (FDCT) was employed to elicit speech act data, which required respondents to write both sides of an open role-play or dialogue. The learner data were sampled on three occasions, that is, prior to, at the middle and end of a 10-month stay abroad sojourn in Germany, while the two native speakers groups were sampled once. The findings indicated that overall the sojourn in the target speech community resulted in some important developments in the learners' L2 pragmatic competence. However, it is also evidenced that not all change necessarily represented developments towards the L2 norm, reflecting a non-linear path in the learners' L2 pragmatic development (Achiba 2003; Warga and Schölmberger 2007; Woodfield 2011) . Although the frequency of syntactic downgrading in the learners' data changed over time, these changes were comparatively minor and situation-dependent. (Dewaele 2007; Siegal 1996) . Some pragmatic deviations can be viewed as "charming and cute" in a particular situation (Iino 2006: 158) . Thirdly, there is little empirical support for the assumption that L2 learners seek to achieve 'native-like competence', which has been assumed in L2 pragmatics literature (LoCastro 2001) . L2 learners may present degrees of resistance to conforming to the native speakers' usages and intentionally diverge from the 'L2 pragmatic norms' (Barron 2003; Ishihara and Tarone 2009; LoCastro 2001; Siegal 1996) . Finally, it has been evidenced that native speakers' interpretation of L2 learners' performance may differ from that of a native speaker (Hassall 2004) . Maximal convergence to native speakers may not be judged appropriately by the native interlocutors (Cook 2001; Dewaele 2008) . Acknowledging the aforementioned problems, researchers have to question, is it ethical to judge L2 learners according to the 'native' pragmatic norm (Ortega 2005 )?
In addition, the longitudinal studies on L2 speech acts realizations available in ILP literature, to date, adopt a pre-and posttest design or a quasi-experimental design, which usually measured the experimental group twice or three times (except Warga and Schölmberger, 2007) . Few investigates the AH students more than once, with the exception of Hoffman-Hicks (1999) . Most ILP studies take the assumption that L2 speakers' pragmatic competence in an AH context will remain static. This assumption needs closer investigation, as with spread of globalization and access to Internet, students in an AH context can also have access to resources which may promote their L2 pragmatic development (Xu 2009). Without comparison with an AH control group, "it is impossible to say with any certainty whether the effects were due to the stay in the target community" (Kasper and Rose 2002: 225) . Moreover, the above review indicates that, with the exception of Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1993, 1996) and Barron (2003) , longitudinal research focusing on refusals has yet to be explored. Even these two studies only focus on one type of refusals (e.g., refusals to suggestions in Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford 1993, 1996;  refusals to offers in Barron 2003) . To my knowledge, no longitudinal studies to date have investigated refusals to different speech acts (e.g., to requests, to invitations).
Furthermore, the vast majority of L2 pragmatics studies are those that include learners with a European language or Japanese as their L1. Yet few longitudinal ILP studies to date have explored Chinese English learners' pragmatic development.
The Study

Research questions
This study adopts the multi-competence view in SLA (Cook 2002) , treating the Chinese students as L2 users, defined after Cook (1992 Cook ( , 2002 as any person who uses a second language for a real-life purpose. The study, therefore, aims to depict how the Chinese SA students' L2 English refusals develop throughout the year, rather than comparing their usages with a group of native speakers. The SA students' responses will be further compared with their AH counterparts to examine whether the developments, if any, benefit from the study abroad experience. Specifically, the study investigates whether there are differences in the choices of opt-outs and in the development of repertoire of L2 English refusals between Chinese SA students and 
Participants
Twenty Chinese graduate students studying in a university in the UK (SA learners) provided data for the investigation into learners' L2 pragmatic development in the SA context, whereas a contrast group of 20 Chinese AH graduate students studying in a university in east China were recruited to provide data for comparison. The age of the SA students ranged from 22 to 31, with an average age of 24.95; the age of the AH students ranged from 22 to 26, with an average age of 24.05. The average length of prior formal study of English was 12.20 years for the SA students, ranging from 10 to 17 years; while that of AH students was 11.95 years, ranging from 10 to 14 years. All the SA students had taken IELTS, and their results ranged from 5.5 to 7 (mean = 6.35, SD = 0.52); while all the AH students had taken TEM 8 (Test for English Majors, Band 8, the highest national English test in Mainland China, of which the full mark is 100) in the last year of their undergraduate study, and their results ranged from 60 to 72 (mean = 65.55, SD = 4.21). That is to say, in the present study, the English proficiency of both the SA students and the AH students were rather advanced.
The SA students majored variously, including TESOL, Law, Engineering, Management; the AH students were all majored in English Language and Literature.
The reason that all the AH students were recruited from English Language and Literature was to match the AH group and the SA group with regard to academic (e.g., year of study, previous L2 level) and affective profile (e.g., motivational level) (Rees and Klapper 2008) . None of the students had lived in an English speaking country before participating in this study.
Both the SA and AH students volunteered for the study. Although no financial compensation was given to the students, there was a 100% completion rate for all the three phases of data collection.
Instrument
Data were collected with the Multimedia Elicitation Tasks (MET) that the researcher developed for this study. The MET is a computer-based multimedia discourse completion task (Schauer 2004 (Schauer , 2009 The introductory slide is included to offer participants the background information of the context (e.g., the relationship between the interlocutor and them, the general context of the conversation) in which the conversation will occur. It only sets the context in which participants are expected to refuse, whereas no explicit 'refuse' appear in the introductory slide. Therefore it does not force the participants to refuse.
In other words, participants have the right to opt out (Bonikowka 1988) . In the actual slide, the photograph provides them vivid visual information of the interlocutor that can help them depict the interlocutor; the audio-recorded conversation makes the communication more natural; and the written subtitles for the conversation helps the participants understand the utterances because inability to catch and comprehend the initial utterances may affect participants' production and may cause a validity problem to the data collection. In order to ensure that the conversations would be natural and easily understood by the participants, three experienced English native speakers who had worked on similar applied linguistics projects before and one experienced Chinese student who was studying PhD in Applied Linguistics at the time of data collection were recruited.
Similar to the DCT, the MET shares the advantages of the DCT such as the possibility to collect a large amount of comparable data, being easy to administer, and having the guarantee of standardization which addresses one of the disadvantages of role-plays but a crucial issue for longitudinal L2 pragmatics study (Schauer 2009 ). As role-plays are usually conducted in dyads (Kasper 2008) , most commonly a learner and a second person, it is important for the researcher to ensure that the data have been collected "under comparable circumstances without the interference of factors such as changes in the second person's mood or tone of voice" (Schauer 2009: 79) .
However, it is impractical for the present study to recruit the same interlocutors to elicit role-plays with both SA learners and AH learners for a whole academic year.
Thus the MET is designed to provide equal conditions for every participant, with an attempt to control for factors such as the interlocutor's mood or tone of voice by standardizing the audio-visual input through a computerized presentation format.
Such standardization is critical in a study of this type where learners' production must be compared with itself over time. Additionally, the MET can provide the participants more context clues (e.g., the image of the interlocutor) than the DCT which increase the degree of naturalness (Fé lix-Brasdefer 2010).
Although it is possible that the MET does not produce data that are representative of actual language use in real interaction, it suffices the need of the present study because it does provide information regarding participants' pragmatic competence with respect to the production of English refusals, and as such can be employed as a measure of changes in knowledge that might be indicative of development. After all, the focus of the study is not the participants' on-line pragmatic use in actual face-toface interaction, but their off-line pragmatic competence -what they know about the pragmatics of English (Roever 2004; Rose 2009 ) -for which the MET is a valid and reliable instrument, regardless of whether the data yielded are representative of faceto-face interaction.
The eight refusal situations were designed to cover the four types of refusals, i.e., refusals to requests, to suggestions, to invitations, and to offers, with two in each type.
Within each type of refusals, the description of each refusal situation was based on the social status of the interlocutor over the speaker, a professor-student situation (+P) and a student-student situation (-P), illustrated in the following: S1: Your tutor asks you to give a presentation while you are busy. 
Coding of refusals
The responses collected were first analyzed according to whether the participant chose to refuse. If a participant chose to accept the initial speech act, the response was coded as 'opt-out', e.g., 'Congratulations. I will be there. Thanks for inviting me.' If the participant chose to refuse, the refusal was then analyzed in terms of refusal strategies (pragmatic strategies which in the given contexts carry the force of a refusal) and adjuncts to refusals (pragmatic strategies which modify the refusal but do not in themselves carry refusing force).
The existence of a well thought out, well-defined classification system for refusals enables researchers to produce comparable analyses and results that are expressed in terms of the same categories. This is an advantage that has been put to use in recent research (e.g., Chen et al. 1995; Liao and Bresnahan 1996; Nelson et al. 2002) . Therefore, the study adopts Beebe et al.'s (1990) taxonomy, a widely accepted classification system in studies of refusals, wherever the description of their categories is able to accommodate adequately the refusals in the present study.
However, Beebe et al.'s (1990) taxonomy is based on written data. Certain sections of participants' utterances in the present study could not be coded according to their coding scheme whereas some strategies in their classification were not observed in the present study. Therefore, some modifications are made to accommodate refusals elicited in the present study.
With regard to refusal strategies, first, strategies included in Beebe et al. (1990) but not observed in the present study are deleted, such as 'Performative' in direct 
Data analysis
All the data were coded by the researcher, and then 15% of the participants' responses randomly chosen from each group (SA vs. AH) in each phase of data collection were coded by a second researcher. The inter-coder reliability was high (Cohen's K= 0.84), and the two coders discussed the disagreements and reached a complete agreement on all the coding. The initial descriptive quantitative analysis was carried out to show the similarities and differences existing in the responses within each group across the three phases of data collection and between the two groups in each data collection. In cases where it was desired to examine if the difference was significant, mixed repeated-Measures ANOVA was employed to study the effect of the nominal independent variable or the between factor (learning environment: SA vs. AH) on the dependent variable within successive measurements or the within factor (three phases of data collection). If a significant effect was found, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction were employed, in order to detect the location of the differences.
The data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS), version 19.0. For all analyses the alpha level was set at .05.
Prior to the inferential statistical analyses, underlying assumptions such as normal distribution and homogeneity of variance were checked for all the dependent variables by the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test and the Levene's test respectively. It was found that assumption of normal distribution was violated. However, as Field (2009: 360) suggests, the F-statistic in ANOVA can be "quite robust to violations of normality when group sizes are equal" (emphasis in original). In the present study, both the SA group and the AH group had the same number of participants in each phase of the data collection. Therefore, mixed repeated-Measures ANOVA was employed in the present study without transformation of the original data.
Findings
Frequency of opt-outs
In this study, participants were granted freedom to opt out. They could choose to accept the initial request (or invitation, suggestion, and offer), if they were willing to. Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics of opt-outs in the students' responses in each phase of the data collection.
@@@@@Put Table 1 about here@@@@@ As shown in Table 1 , in terms of overall frequency of opt-outs, the SA students were quite consistent across the three phases of data collection: in Phase 1, among all the 160 responses, 17 were opt-outs (10.63%); in Phase 2, 16 were opt-outs (10 %), and in Phase 3, 17 were opt-outs (10.63%). In contrast, the overall frequency of the AH students' opt-outs decreased across the three phases of data collection: in Phase 1, 19 were opt-outs (11.88%); in Phase 2, 13 were opt-outs (8.13%), and in Phase 3, 11
were opt-outs (6.88%).
An investigation into the SA students' opt-outs in each situation of the MET revealed that the SA students chose to opt out most frequently in the [Social Event] situation (Offer, +P). Eight of the 20 SA students (40%) chose to accept the offer in to the movie meant they had to skip a seminar, as described in the MET scenario
[Movie], the AH students tended to accept the suggestion.
Repertoire of refusal strategies
This section analyzes the repertoire of refusal strategies in the Chinese students' L2
English data. Table 2 shows the repertoire of refusal strategies of the SA group and the AH group across the three phases of data collection.
@@@@@Put Table 2 about here@@@@@ As the results indicate, the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the SA students in Phase 1 was 5.30 (SD = 1.22). Sixteen of the SA students (80%) employed new types of refusal strategies in Phase 2, and the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the SA students in Phase 2 was 6.60 (SD = 1.39). At the end of the study, in Phase 3, eleven of the SA students (55%) employed new types of refusal strategies, and the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the SA students in Phase 3 was 7.40 (SD = 1.14).
On the other hand, the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the AH students in Phase 1 was 5 (SD = 1.26). Seventeen of the AH students (85%)
employed new types of refusal strategies in Phase 2, and the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the AH students in Phase 2 was 6.30 (SD = 1.63). Six AH students (30%) employed new types of refusals strategies in Phase 3 and the average range of refusal strategy types employed by the AH students in Phase 3 was 6.85 (SD = 1.53). Thus, it appeared that the SA students and the AH students showed a similar profile with respect to the development of repertoire of refusal strategies.
The mixed repeated-Measures ANOVA indicated no main effect of the learning environment (F (1, 38) = 1.11, p = .30) but a main effect of time (F (2, 76) = 79.88, p < .001) on the participant's repertoire of refusal strategies. There was no significant interaction effect between the learning environment and time on the participants' repertoire of refusal strategies (F (2, 76) = 0.85, p = .43). Thus, it could be concluded that both the SA students and the AH students developed significantly across the three phases of data collection, and the two groups (SA and AH) were similar with respect to the development of repertoire of refusal strategies.
In order to detect the location of differences, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction were employed in both groups' data separately. The results revealed a significant difference between all the contrasts in each group: the increase from Phase 1 to Phase 2 (p < .001 for both groups), the increase from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (p = .001 and p = .047 for the SA group and the AH group respectively), and also the increase from Phase 1 to Phase 3 (p < .001 for both groups). It can be concluded, therefore, that regarding the repertoire of refusal strategies, both the SA group and the AH group developed significantly during each phase of the study.
Repertoire of adjuncts
This section analyzes the repertoire of adjuncts to refusals in this study. Table 3 shows the repertoire of adjuncts to refusals of the SA group and the AH group across the three phases of data collection.
@@@@@Put Table 3 about here@@@@@ As indicated in Table 3 , the repertoire of adjuncts in the SA students' data was 3.05 on average (SD = 0.94) in Phase 1. The most striking difference between the repertoire of adjuncts and that of refusal strategies is that in Phase 2, while 80% SA students (n = 16) employed new types of refusal strategies (see Table 2 ), only 40%
SA students (n = 8) employed new types of refusal adjuncts. The average range of refusal adjunct types employed by the SA students in Phase 2 was 3.60 (SD = 1.05).
In Phase 3, six of the SA students (30%) employed new types of refusal adjuncts and the average range of refusal adjunct types employed by the SA students in Phase 3 was 3.95 (SD = 0.89).
In contrast, the repertoire of adjuncts to refusals in the AH students' data was 3.00 on average (SD = 1.03) in Phase 1. Twelve of the AH students ( could be concluded that both the SA students and the AH students developed significantly across the three phases of data collection and the two groups (SA vs. AH)
were similar with respect to the development of repertoire of adjuncts to refusals.
In order to detect the location of differences, post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction were employed in both groups' data separately. The results revealed a significant difference between all the contrasts in both groups: the increase from Phase 1 to Phase 2 (p = .02 for the SA group and p < .01 for the AH group), the increase from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (p = .046 and p = .01 for the SA group and the AH group respectively), and also the increase from Phase 1 to Phase 3 (p = .001 for both the SA and the AH groups). It can be concluded, therefore, that regarding the repertoire of refusal adjuncts, both the SA students and the AH students developed significantly during each phase of the study.
Discussion
The study was designed to investigate the effect of learning environment (study abroad vs. at home) on Chinese students' L2 English refusals, in order to explore similarities and differences in the L2 pragmatic development between Chinese SA students and AH students. The following sections will discuss the findings related to the research questions.
Sociopragmatic development
The first research question examined the effect of study abroad on the Chinese SA students' sociopragmatic choices, with respect to their decisions whether to refuse in a given context. The findings revealed a rather consistent profile of the SA students' opt-outs across the three data collections: at the beginning of the study, 10.63% of the SA students chose to opt out; four months later, 10% chose to opt out and at the end of the study, 11.25% chose to opt out. It appears that one year's study abroad did not change the overall frequency of the SA students' opt-outs in this study.
However, the divergences of frequency of opt-outs in different situations between the SA and the AH groups demonstrated the possible impact of the study abroad experience. The study abroad experience might have influenced the Chinese SA students' L2 sociopragmatic behavior, as the SA students chose to opt-out most frequently in the situation of refusing an offer from a high status interlocutor, whereas the AH students chose to opt-out most frequently in the situation of refusing a suggestion from an equal status interlocutor. A similar effect of study abroad was reported by Hoffman-Hicks (1999) . In this later study, Hoffman-Hicks observed that from early on, the American SA students started adjusting their sociopragmatic behavior by complementing and greeting less whereas the American AH students persisted in employing a positive polite interactional style (Brown and Levinson 1987) .
What is intriguing here is that the influence of study abroad in learners' sociopragmatic behavior, as indicated in the divergences of frequency of opt-outs among different situations between the SA students and the AH students, was even evident in the first phase of data collection, which took place within the first month of the SA students' arrival in the L2 community. This finding echoes previous findings in the L2 pragmatics literature that the effect of study abroad on the development of SA students' pragmatic competence may occur in the early stage of their study abroad (Hoffman-Hicks 1999; Matsumura 2001; Schauer 2009 ).
Pragmalinguistic development
The research questions 2 and 3 aimed to explore the extent to which study abroad affected students' pragmalinguistic competence, in terms of repertoire of refusal strategies and that of refusal adjuncts. The findings demonstrated that both the SA students and the AH students employed new types of refusal strategies and adjuncts to refusals across the three phases of data collection and the differences between each two phases of data collection was significant (between Phase 1 and Phase 2, between Phase 2 and Phase 3, and between Phase 1 and Phase 3) in both groups.
The findings demonstrated that the SA students' pragmalinguistic repertoire of L2 English refusal strategies and adjuncts to refusals developed significantly during the present study, and the effect was even significant between Phase 1 and Phase 2.
This indicates that the SA students' L2 English pragmalinguistic competence developed significantly after a year's study in the UK, in terms of the range of refusal strategies types and adjuncts types. Even after four months' study in the L2 community, they had already acquired significantly more types of refusal strategies and adjuncts in their L2 refusals. These findings are in tandem with previous findings from longitudinal request studies such as Schauer (2004 Schauer ( , 2009 and Woodfield (2011) in which the SA students were found to acquire new forms of request strategies or modifications during their study abroad.
However, concerning the repertoire of refusal strategies and adjuncts, it cannot be concluded that the SA students' pragmalinguistic development was due to the learning environment of study abroad alone. It was evidenced that the AH students' pragmalinguistic repertoire of L2 English refusal strategies and adjuncts developed significantly during the study as well. The two groups of participants (SA vs. AH) developed in a similar pattern regarding repertoire of refusal strategies and adjuncts.
No significant difference was found quantitatively in each phase of data collection between the two groups. This indicates no advantage for the SA students with respect to the development of the repertoire of refusal strategies and adjuncts, echoing previous findings such as Rodriguez (2001) and Xu (2009) , in which both the SA group and the AH group displayed similar development of pragmatic perception of speech acts.
Although SA students and AH students may have different opportunities in terms of exposure to L2 target input, the evidence from the present study suggests that the learning environment does not necessarily influence the amount of L2 input available.
With the help of English films or other materials, AH students' L2 pragmatic competence, particularly their L2 pragmalinguistic competence, may also develop (Rose 2001) , given exposure to pragmatic input for learning. For example, retrospective data from the AH students in Xu's (2009) study revealed that the AH learners did acquire input from other sources, such as watching movies, to make up for the shortage of live experiences in the L2 in their daily life. These findings indicate that AH students' pragmatic competence may also develop, suggesting that the AH students' L2 pragmatic competence should be examined across different points in longitudinal L2 pragmatics research as well.
Conclusion
The study has analyzed the effect of learning environment (SA vs. AH) on the pragmatic development of Chinese students' L2 English refusals. A total of 20
Chinese SA students were investigated for an academic year, with a comparison of 20
Chinese AH students. Data were collected three times by an 8-situation MET. The responses were analyzed in terms of choice of opt-outs, repertoire of refusal strategies and that of adjuncts to refusals.
The results revealed that the SA students were consistent in their choice of optouts throughout the study-abroad year. However, concerning individual situations, the SA students chose to opt-out most frequently in response to a lecturer's offer in a social event even if they did not like it, whereas the AH students chose to opt-out most frequently in response to a peer's suggestion for a movie even if it collided with a seminar. This revealed that the study abroad sojourn did influence the SA students' sociopragmatic choice of speech act (Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford 1993, 1996) .
Regarding the repertoire of refusal strategies and that of refusal adjuncts, both the SA group and the AH group developed significantly in their L2 pragmalinguistic competence. There was no significant benefit of study abroad in these respects.
Although one of the most promising means of examining pragmatic development is through research involving longitudinal studies, only a few studies have traced the development of learners' L2 pragmatic competence employing longitudinal data. The current study contributes to L2 longitudinal pragmatics research by investigating
Chinese students' L2 English refusals. In addition, methodologically, the study traced both SA students and AH students longitudinally, to more clearly examine the effects of study abroad on students' pragmatic development. Indeed, without the detailed comparisons, some developments might be attributed to the benefit of study abroad alone, even if it may not be the case.
Rather than focusing on advanced learners' pragmatic development, future research is needed to investigate learners over a wider range of L2 proficiency levels (low, intermediate and advanced), academic levels and residential environments (e.g., student accommodation, home stay). In addition, future research should incorporate more pragmatic aspects, for example more speech acts over multiple turns, to provide a comprehensive insight into the development of learners' L2 pragmatic competence. 
Notes:
The initiating speech act and social status in each situation: Presentation (request, +P); Notes (request, -P); Farewell (invitation, +P); Restaurant (invitation, +P); Course (suggestion, +P); Movie (suggestion, -P); Social event (offer, +P); Lunch (offer, -P). Note: 'No. of students' refers to the number of students who employed new types of refusal strategies in the two subsequent phases of data collection. Note: 'No. of students' refers to the number of students who employed new types of refusal adjuncts in the two subsequent phases of data collection. Hi, we need more presenters for our seminar next
Wednesday. I hope that you can give a presentation.
